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The Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement represents the most 


profound and far-reaching legislation to be proposed by a Parliament 
of Canada since Confederation 121 years ago. LE? 1S" al seenene most 
divisive by its premise to turn ’the economic and social’ fabric OF this 
nation inside out and create massive uncertainty over our futures as 


Canadians 


It has been widely conceded that this Agreement has a great 
deal less to do with the reduction of trade barriers between Canada and 
the United States than it has’ au *eatsine theweconomve intee.atiom of 
the North American continent. As a consequence, the title "Free Trade 
Agreement" is not only misleading but devious. It “does not signal ‘to 


ordinary Canadians its long-term potential impact and effects. 


Bill C-130 merely represents the legislative surgery required 
to fit this nation yinto win economic mould that will firmly fuse and 


integrate it into a U.S.-dominated North American economy. 


The tragedy of this event is all the greater with the realiza- 
tion that or government didjppiot, enter sihey negotiations for this 
Agreement either with a mandate or from an equal position of strength 
with the U.S. Rather, we have been reminded almost daily from the outset 
of U.S. threats to’ rez@rict our teaderopportinigies. “Ihe U.S .eobligingly 
demonstrated what that meant through coercivettand) intimidating actions 
against several of our exports, including shakes and shingles, potash, 


steel and hogs, to mention but a few. 


The disparity between our bargaining power with the U.S. was 
further magnified by the refusal of our government to respond in kind 
in any effective manner to U.S. trade actions. The very distinct impli- 


cation of these events is contained in the caveat the U.S. has served 
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upon us to establish a right to dictate our stumpage fees, to apply its 
definition of dumping and generally impose its license to act in its 


Own self-interest. 


In. *the méanwhitey the Ussieerain’ tradettavelved i tselioim the 
|} most destructive grain trade price war in history. While it is generally 
supposed, théa ‘trading wpractices «of the EH. Eso. were Gace primagy- target 
of -American trade policy!) Canadian Ygrain markets ‘andWprices@were not 
| unaffected as farmers of this nation know only too well. U.S. spending 
on agricultural subsidiestim’1987 were $26 billion, an!imcrease of 6507 


in 7 years. 


U Siiaetradingespraet ices int respect ComPboth” its @rmport sand 
exports: "are, Svat Widourse., Vvonlhyra @redleetions® obirthe® greater problems 


confronting that nation. 


Aswtthe: world’s argestomdebtor  naticnwuu sa foreten Miiterest 
paymetits iine'987 wereme2 3. bist) donee “In «che thindequarten tone 767 ,~for 
the first time an 508 years, foretoners earned more on ttherm >. invest— 
ments than Americans earned on their investments abroad.* Inthe ) past 
seven-year application of Reaganomics, U.S. federal debt held by foreign- 


ers increased by 220%. 


U.S. Government Debt | 
Held by Foreigners 


(In billions of dollars) 


{ 


| FEDERAL ANNUAL | 
| DEBT INTEREST 

| FISCAL HELD BY PAID TO 

! YEAR. FOREIGNERS FOREIGNERS | 

- 1980 $121.7 $12.0 | 

| 1984 75.5 19.0 | 
1986 206.3 Zoe 
1987 268.4 23.5 


Source: Estimates by Treasury and Commerce 


Departments 


* The Wall Street Journal, Jan. 18, 1988, article "Cost of Paying the Foreign Piper" 
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ims seditven* to} its massive foreien debt, proplem, “ene U.S. 
Commerce Department in 1986 reported that foreign-held assets in the 


U.S. outstripped American-held assets abroad by a whopping $263 billion. 


UisvCforeien debt “obligations, “states” the» Wall’Street Journal, 


have in part been serviced by cuts in social services, education and 


training programs on which spending in 1987 was less than in 1980. Eight 
U.S. states still have no minimum wage laws. An additional seven have 
minimum wages of under $3 an hour. Thee WS PEeStiGie docs, nol have a 


universal health care program. 


Throughout the debate on free trade, we have been repeatedly 
told that Canadians must be competitive - but competitive against whom? 
Competition against U.S. workers earning less than $3 an hour would be 
bad enough - but the U.S. already has a virtual free-trade pact with 
Mexico; or ‘rather a. strip of Mexico running the length cihe@their 3200 
kilometre border. wnis Zone’ *toneains more than"ei,200° U.s.itactories 
employing about 300,000 Mexican workers earning about 65 cents an hour. 
The goods produced in these "Maquiladora Industries' count as U.S. goods. 
Can we compete in free trade under these conditions? In this climate 
of competition for cheap labour, women and youth will be among the most 


disadvantaged. 


Of further relevance in this discussions is the matter of the 
hugh U.S. foreign trade deficits which it has been working diligently 
to reduce - including with Canada. Through this Agreement the U.S. can 
achieve this objective by gaining unencumbered access to the resources 
of one of the world's richest nations and more tightly integrate Canada 
into the planning agendas of U.S.-based transnational corporations. 
Our Parliament is promising to rewrite the rules of Canada-U.S. trade 
relationships to conform to U.S. priorities, interpretations and defini- 
tions. We have signed an Agreement that takes precedent over all other 
legislation of .any relevance to this new relationship. Crause “8 “in 
Part 1 "Implementation of Agreement Generally" in Bill C-130 states this 
quite explicitly. 


In the meanwhile, the U.S. Senate Finance Committee and the 
House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee have agreed that the 
U.S. implementation legislation should include an understanding that 


U.S. federal law will prevail over the Agreement in case of a conflict. 
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(Globe & Mail, May 26, 1988) 


We have at the same time conceded a large degree of sovereignty 
Over our affairs to the U.S. under the F.T.A. An analysis by the invest- 
ment firm McLeod, Young Weir* predicts "increased U.S. and other foreign 
ownership and control of the Canadian economy and significantly reduced 
political independence and sovereignty in energy, investment and finan- 
cial services. And, there is somewhat reduced sovereignty in culture, 


industrial policy, subsidies and possibly social programs." 


Thetewilinenessi ator sacrimice Asovereient yulover atnewmcnergy 
resource, sone -of -qur-=sprimary bareaining— chips,.—-has- been—-conmrirmed by 
Treasury Board President, Pat Carney, in a speech to the Canadian 
Petroleum Association. .In the Globe. & Mail of July 7/88, she as quoted 


as stating? 


"Critics say the problem with the free trade agreement is 
that under its terms Canada can never impose another 
National Energy Program on the country. The critics are 
right, ‘that°was our objective an ‘these negotiations.” 


It is Gdifticube (oO amagine Chat, such a massive, citmeug the 
international oil cartel of Gur, energy resources ‘and Isoveretenty over 
them can ever be regarded as protecting the national interests for future 


generations. 


Article 105 extends "national treatment" with respect ''to 
investment and to trade in goods and services.'' This provision leaves 
Canadians particularly vulnerable in the sovereignty issue since the 


floodgates on take-overs have literally been opened. 


This action Aas. relates, to ‘the matter.oL Anvestments has 
the effect of Canada granting citizenship to an additional 250 million 


persons. More shocking is that Canadians were not granted reciprocal 


treatment by the U.S. 


The competitive investment pressure on our resources and assets 
from a 1000% increase in potential investors will have a profound effect 


in further expanding the foreign ownership in this country. 


eee ae Se See are 
* "The Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement" Point Form Summary and Preliminary Evaluation, Oct. 19, 1987 
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The assessment of Scotiabank in an October 8, 1987 analysis 
of the F.T.A. generally should ring a few alarm bells with government. 
It. states: 


From the U.S. perspective, the deal is very good and the 


benefits are mostly delivered up front. The energy concession 
is of great political and strategic importance. There has 


been a major concession to the United States in the area of 
financial services, which bulked so large in the political 
process. Although a successful deal may not greatly enhance 
the leadership role and credibility of the United States, 
failure to achieve a deal with Canada would very seriously 
undermine the credibility of the United States as the leader 
of the Western Alliance. Finally, a successful Canada-U.S. 
deal carries very important political and defence advantages 
for the United States in this hemisphere. 


From a Canadian perspective, the economic benefits of a 
successful deal are quite considerable. However, the benefits 
to Canada tend to be down the line while adjustment costs and 
political risks will be delivered up front. The most immediate 
incentive for Canada to secure a deal is the grave threat posed 
to Canadian interests by the U:S. Trade Bill, Unlike the 
United States, the Canadian political decision has been taken 
in Canada by a majority government, and in the ordinary course 
of events, that judgment will not be put to the test until 
the next election. 


Unlike the political parties in this country, the Republicans 
and, Democrats in the U.S. are both in support of this Agreement because 
they understand the magnitude of their good fortune iS So massive that 


it could not have been better. They can have their cake and eat it too. 


Equally »sobering is’ Che Scotiabank. epinion fam cae onattona | 


treatment concession to services on which subject it states as follows: 


Conceding National Treatment is fundamentally to Canada's dis- 


advantage because our market arrangements are more national 


and more liberal than those in the United States. The conces-— 
sion of National Treatment has been made without the right to 
extract reciprocal concessions. The Agreement specifically 


commits Canada not to use its powers over Right of Establishment 
contained in Section 307 of the Bank Act which powers -could 
otherwise have been used to extract concessions. 


The F.T.A. has been widely promoted on the grounds that ecm 


will open up a vast market of 250 million persons for the export products 
Or this. country. This justification does not take into account that 


75% of all our commodity exports now are to U.S. markets and averaged 


about $77 billion annually in the period 1982-86. Similarly, 70% of 


a ee 


our total commodity imports annually averaging $64 billion, originated 
waeeeme U.S. Of course, we have and must look upon the Uso. ae. 0ur most 
valuable trading partner. The question the F.T.A. prompts is how much 
Gfeeer tO 100%, in Canada-U.S. trade should we encourage without trigger- 


ing the risk of further isolating ourselves in trade with tne rest of 
the world? 


The potential for stich isellacion fs not entirely iypetmetical. 
A trade alliance between Europe and Japan is being advocated by members 
of the "Euro-Japanese Project on High Technology". The head of this 
think-tank group is Helmut Schmidt, the former chancellor of West 
Germany. A report carried on this new potential trade alliance in the 
May 29/87 edition of the Vancouver Sun quotes Schmidt as staweme. "If 
the Japanese and the Europeans stand together, they are economically 
stronger than anybody else in the world .. stronger than any thinkable 


eeunomic- constellation "' 


The current condition of U.S. economie decline white Europe 
and Japan have under-developed economic ties did not escape Schmidt's 
attention. The article raises serious questions about the impact such 
an alliance could have on Canada which is now caught up in a bad deal 


Ween the U.S. 


Would a North American trade bloc be able to win a trade 
war with the new Eurasian cartel? 


Would Canada lose its relatively small but vital trade Jinks 
with Europe? 


What would happen to the Canadian vision of the Pacific Rim? 


The prospect of a Euro-Japanese trade alliance casts some 


skepticism on the sincerity of their endorsation of the Canada-U.S. Free 


Trade Agreement announced at the recent Toronto Summit of the G-/ 


nations. 


It is obvious Canada would suffer if Europe and Japan ganged 


upeine a trade war with the U.S., but no Canadian trade sector would 


experience greater difficulty than agriculture. 


As previously indicated, 75% of our total commodity exports 


B to the U.5 By contrast, the 5-year annual average of agricultural 
ar fe) oe 
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product exports to the sUNSey) 198221086) wae con 1S28 Pebidditon: or 23% 
of our total agricultural exports. The large bulk of these sales were 
comprised of red meats and slaughter animals, for which the U.S. is our 


major export market. 


Our dependence on other foreign markets for other agricultural 
products is much greater. this isiparticularby sor torverains an which 


the U.S. is a major export competitor. 


Central to the discussion of the grain marketing issue in the 
context of the F.T.A. is the emasculation of the Canadian Wheat Board 
as proposed through amendments to the Canadian Wheat Board Act in Section 
33 -0f Bill eG-130:. 


the. Boards power of import «licensing jis crruricaigmin its 
ability to function effectively for the maximization of prices and 


markets in the interests of producers. 


This government has already sacrificed its sovereign right 
to an independent domestic wheat-pricing policy as part of its F.T.A. 
commitment to create a “level playing “field” in ythe pricing jot grain 
used for human consumption. Through the removal of import licensing 
powers, the right ef Canadian ipreducers@ite aneiassurediimarkes for our 
domestic grain requirements ~1s “also “sacriticea. The, deerevon for 
sourcing future, graim supplies, to feedisthenipeophe om Canada will be 


vested in the private corporate board rooms of the milling and processing 


inaustries. 


We are not reassured by the provision in Article 705(1) of 
the F.T.A. which provides for the optional use by Canada of end-use 


certificates to accompany imports of grain, feed or seed, from the U.S. 


It is. clear-.from the language of the Agreement that the use 
of "end-use certificates" is discretionary. Tce. Ls Lustruciase to have 


the benefit of American interpretation. In a U.S. Government document, 


"Statement of Administrative Action" related to the F.T.A. Implementation 
Peeenent Ol a ee 


Act, U.S. procedure and practice on market access for grain and grain 
: 1D 


products is described as follows: 
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Regarding the provisions of paragraph one of Article 705 that 
provide that, once the import permit requirements are removed 
for the particular grain, Canada may require imports from the 
U.S. of that grain to be accompanied by an end-use certificate, 
denatured if for feed use, or accompanied by a certificate 
issued by Agriculture Canada if for seed use, the United States 
intends to pursue consultations with Canada with the goal of 
avoiding the application of these requirements if at all 
possible. If these import requirements are imposed, the United 
States will monitor their implementation to ensure that end- 
use certificates are freely provided and that the requirements 
do not become an undue restriction on trade. In this regard, 
it is important to note that the United States has not waived 
any of its rights under the General Agreement on Tariffs and 


Trade respecting the application of these import requirements 
by Canada. 


) There is no mistaking the U.S. stratesy. "Tperesaraemene erid— 
lise Certificate as a nuisance provision and will negotiate ‘to nave its 


enforcement neglected. 


The U.S. government intent to claim a stake in G.W2B. admini- 
strative policies does not end with the subject of end-use certificates. 
The U.S. administration also strongly signals its intent and interest 


in G.W.sBy pricing policies as reflected in the following Gareerapns: 


In connection with paragraph three of Article 701, the applica- 
tion of the term "acquisition price" in that paragraph to sales 
by public entities such as the Canadian Wheat Board (CWB) is 
not specifically delineated, although such sales are covered 
by that paragraph. Of particular concern is determining the 
Nacquisition price” of wheat. in the context of “the winiiaa! 
payment and final payment system used by the CWB. Any mani- 
pulation of the pricing system by the CWB would be subject to 
review by the United States to ensure that Canada's obligations 
under paragraph three of Article 701 were not being circum- 


vented. 


In order to implement Article 701(3), the United States also 
intends to pursue consultations with Canada regarding the price 
Setting policy of the CWB as it affects goods exported to the 
United States. These consultations will be directed toward 
establishing a method to determine the price at which the CWB 
is selling agricultural goods to the United States and the CWB's 
acquisition price for those goods. The ideal method would be 
a opublic price setting mechanism transparent to the 10.5; 


sors. 
Government, producers and proces 


The implication of this quotation is extremely hostile to the 


Wheat Board concept of marketing and points to a clear intent by the 


to exercise interference with C.W.B. pricing oper- 


erms and conditions under which the Board can 


ifs administration 
Berons and dictate the t 


a i rice-setting mechanism 
Sell grain to the U.5. Reference to "a public p g | 
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Srateparent to the U.S. Government, producers and processors" points 


strongly toward recommending an open-market system of selling, which 
in the case of Board sales, is not only impossible but impractical. 
It would strike at the very heart of the Board system of marketing and 


destroy the pooling principle which is the cornerstone of its operations. 


We foresee transnational corporations seeking new power in 
future cross-border movements of grain and grain prodticcs stom gee xt ent 
that such power is acquired at the expense of the Board being forced 
to relinquish corresponding control and jurisdiction, the Board's future 


survival and the interests of grain producers is at stake. 
ee eh rescs Of grain producers 1s 2Uysegr 


This Committee and the government need to issue a very clear 
resolve not to place at risk the destruction of the Canadian Wheat Board 
as a consequence of the F.T.A. This can best be accomplished by removing 
Bbecurones>) from Bill C-130...We recommend that this sbeucoune. 


With the signing of the F.T.A. and the accommodations which 


Will be provided. by, Bill C-130, the real negotiations) in @implement ing 
specific provisions in the F.T.A. will just come) into the commencement 


Stace. Under Article 701(5), Canada agreed to exclude sirom the transport 


rates established under the Western Grain Transportation Act agricultural 
goods originating in Canada and shipped via west coast ports for consump- 


peor in the.U.S. 


In having conceded that the W.G.T.A. Crow benefit payments 
constitute an agricultural subsidy, the elimination of W.G.T.A. rates 


on all agricultural goods shipped to the U.S. will be an early subject 


for negotiation. We can. foresee that. .the U.S. will seg. G2carictied 


fo have W.GvT.Aw» removed only on goods shipped to its territory from 


West Coast ports If it takes no action to have these rates removed 


at the bilateral level, it may well 
issue of negotiating the. elimination »of.«<subsi@tes fs still 


initiate actions unaer che GATT. 


The entire . , | | 
to come in the next 5-/ years and the Crow benefit will be high on the 


agenda. 


In addressing the Eighteenth Annual Convention of the NFU on 
n 


January 14, 1988, Agriculture Minister John Wise stated: 
5 panel <> LSERSE 
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"The trade agreement between Canada and the U.S. assures more 
dependable and predictable access to our largest market. At 
the same time, it Safeguards Canada's agricultural marketing 
Systems in dairy, poultry and eas: 


The implication of the \Ministex's. statement is. set jcourse, 


i i ' ; 2 ° . 
Chat it will be "business as usual" insofar as our marketing agencies 
are concerned. 


iis is sme. the way Daniel Amstutz, U.S. Undersecretary for 
Pmeernational Affairs and Commodity Programs, interprets the American 
eee Ss and = vommodi ty, programs 


interest. 


On January 28, 1987, in an interview with the Globe wand Mail, 
Amstutz is quoted as saying: "The concept of marketing boards is not 
on the table. How they function is on the table." “He furemer stated 


the U.S. would be seeking ''sweeping fundamental changes." 


The U.S. resolve to seek further concessions than the current 
import quotas on chickens, eggs and turkeys agreed upon under the F.T.A. 
is strongly signalled in its Statement of Administrative Action when 
it. notes ; "While Chapter Seven is a very constructive and worthwhile 


beginning, it certainly is not a panacea Lor agricultural eteade barriers |! 


The document continues: 


For example, under Article 706 of the Agreement, the United 
States obtained a useful liberalization of existing Canadian 
import quotas on chickens, turkeys, eggs, and their products. 
The commercial benefits of this achievement are reflected, 
for example, by the support for the Agreement by the Agri— 
cultural Technical Advisory Committee for Trade in Poultry 
and Eggs. However, the United States has not yet succeeded 
in eliminating these quotas, which still restrict U.S. 
Opportunities to sell poultry, eggs and their products in 


the Canadian market. 


Consistent with both the letter and spirit of Article 703, 


the United States fully intends to use its mandate for 


further negotiations to seek to eliminate the remaining 
agricultural import barriers. | In addition to the Uruguay 
Round negotiations, the United States intends to seek further 
liberalization with respect to agricultural import barriers 
as a high priority in our bilateral relationship with Canada. 
Particularly where an unfavorable imbalance in market 
opportunities remains after the Agreement ante into force 
(as with respect, for example, to Canada's quantitative 

trictions on imports of poultry, eggs, and ese products), 
fic United States will attach the greatest importance to 


attaining this objective. 
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The realization of U.S. objectives as signalled in these 


aragraphs would effectively scuttle’ "the operations of the national 
chicken, egg and turkey boards. We recognize little long-term Security 


=o Our” import. control, bist, Its effectiveness,” wey anticipac., will 


depreciate rapidly once the Agreement formally comes into effect. 


The one-year-old Canadian Broiler Hatching Egg Marketing Agency 
is already being decimated by unregulated imports*ol Uses atcning eggs 


and. chicks. Canadian producers have suffered from hatchery contract 
cancellations. This Board has no import licensing controls - the very 
power the F.T.A. is destined to remove from the Canadian wWheae, Board. 
the Minister of International Trade, John’ Crosbiewmhas donemmerning to 
protect producers! interests and apparently does not regard the issue 


ae, PrLoricty. 


Neither are producers reassured by the statement of Consumer 
and Corporate Afitairs Minister, Harvie Andre Gene ieee me onnua | 
convention of the Consumers! Association of Canada. In his address to 


miae Sroup, Ne 1s quoted 2s stating: 


"Agricultural supply-management boards and transport regulation 
are current public policy issues and there is nothing in the 
free trade agreement that says that the government cannot alter 
these policies in the future." 


The Minister's statement is one of hostile intent toward the 
future of supply-managed marketing boards that totally contradicts 


earlier statements by the Agriculture Minister. 


The Grocery Products Manufacturers, of Canada jleave no doubt 


about their feelings on marketing boards. Their President states 
categorically that marketing boards without tariffs make no sense. The 
manufacturers seek lower farm product prices to remain competitive with 


U.S. processors. The farm cost formula-setting function of the Boards 


cannot survive under the F.T.A. once tariffs are removed and competitive 


market pricing is substituted. 


A major casualty of the Agreement has been the grape industry. 


As a consequence, it will no longer be possible to discriminate in wine 
5 


sales based on product origin. 
d the livelihoods and careers of farmers sacrificed. 


At least 50% of Ontario vineyards are 


to be destroyed an 
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Canada has been deleted from the U.S. Meat Import Act of 1979 


from the quantity of meat that may be imported without triggering an 


import quota under the Act. We have done likewise. We note the U.S. 
President under limited circumstances has the authority to impose import 
restrictions on Canadian meat. In this regard, the U.S. Statement of 


Administrative Action states: 


For purposes of determining under Article 704 whether imports 
of meat articles from Canada are frustrating actions taken 
against meat imports from third countries, the President 
will consider, for example, if imports of meat goods origi- 
nating in Canada increased significantly as a result of 
displacement of those goods within the Canadian market by 
an increase of imports into Canada of ‘third country meat 
goods. 


This suggests that the U.S. President could order imports 
from Canada stopped even if there was only suspicion of displacement 
occurring as a result of increased imports from Canada or increased 
Canadian meat imports from third countries. such suspicion scould be 
cleared by a possible investigation but in the meanwhile meat exports 


could be stopped. 


While Canadian beef and pork producers generally have welcomed 
ae prospects for increased export oOpportumity (Comerica os market 
aceess will certainly .not,-be) amrestricted. An additional competitive 
constraint in such exports will be influenced by any further strengthen- 


ing of the Canadian dollar and future feed costs. 


While reduced regulations and red tape in procedures and 
conditions in animal trade will facilitate trade, we have at the same 
time eased our tight health control over animal imports from the U.S. 


with respect to possible bluetongue in breeding cattle and pseudorabies 


in live swine imported for immediate slaughter. This may carry future 
negative implications to the export of purebred animals to third 
countries. 


The promise of continuing itrade disputes is, not laid, to, rest 
by this Agreement. 


The concept of bi-national panels of whom the majority will 


be lawyers will determine only whether existing laws were applied 
-) 
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Correctly and fairly. Should the panel determine that the law was 
properly applied, the matter is closed. The Scotiabank analysis 
describes the dispute-settiing mechanism as "somewhat weaker than 


expected" while the McLeod/Young/Weir study describes it as 'nominally 


binding but not effectively binding." 


The failure to specifically exclude water from the Agreement 
has created a circumstance for limitless future demands on this 
resource. Indeed, the recent proposal to draw water from Lake Michigan 
Co restore the water levels of the Mississippi River signals the kind 
of situation that needs to be avoided. The. rightietog inter—basin 


diversions were also not specifically excluded in the Agreement. 


As the, situation .currently,.stands,, [tem 2270tein tue Canada 
Tariff Schedule specifically includes water under the Agreement and 
the Agreement, as you know, overrides both federal and provincial water 


policy legislation. 


Article 201(1) states that "goods of a Party means domestic 
products as these are understood in the General Agreement on Tariffs 


and Trade." Tariffs covering water are included in the schedules 


annexed Pence le 


We urge this Committee look Seriously Miponm chem. »en-ended 
and vulnerable. position, in which..we mow ane,dn respecte tol waters sover-— 
eignty and recommend appropriate action to Parliament, bearing in mind 


that the F.T.A. overrides federal and provincial legislation on matters 


included in the Agreement. 


From our perspective, the most desirable recommendation this 
Committee could make to Parliament would be that the Ganada-U-.S. Free 


Pompe ee eOULO Mee ee 
Trade Agreement be not implemented and Bill G-130 be peru tered to die 
on the order paper. 


We do not believe that, the Free [rade Agreement: will elevate 
the quality of life of the vast majority of Canadians. We recognize 


this Agreement for what it really is - an accommodation among the giant 


corporations of Canada and the U.S. to restructure their corporate 


agendas on a continental basis. 
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Large corporations never have and do not now want to be 
restricted by national boundaries and jurisdictions which limit their 
investments and pursuit of growth and power. They wish only to exercise 
the opportunities to maximize profits and reinvest wherever they can 
further maximize profits. While the U.S. is Canada's largest trading 
partner, we must not lose sight of the fact that about 70% of our trade 
with the U.S. represents the exchange of goods through in-house 


corporate transfers. 


As_a_ farm organization, we have no hesitation in opposing 


this Agreement. We do not look upon the possible expansion of market 


opportunity for some of our farm products at the expense of others as 


a good reason why farmers should endorse it. This Agreement is destruc- 
tive to the concept of self-sufficiency in food production lac: price 


tag on this Agreement includes the promise of lower market prices and 
farm incomes, the destruction of marketing institutions and the loss 
of safety-net programs which are unique to this country. This Agreement 
is strictly directed toward exploitation based on comparative and 


competitive advantage. 


This Agreement can only serve to further’ stimulate the 
industrialization of agriculture and erode the Mabrice Oui rural 


communities. 


Some people play checkers while others play chess - and this 


game is just beginning. 


This Committee and all Members of Parliament should carefully 
ponder the words of Clayton Yeutter, U.S. Trade Representative, and 


decide whether we have been playing only checkers while the U.S. is 


playing chess. 


On October 6, 198/, shortly after the signing of the ori cinal 
agreement in principle, Mr. Yeutter stated: "The Canadians don't under- 


stand what they have signed. In twenty years, they will be sucked into 


the U.S. economy." 


We do not take lightly and are not comforted by Mr. Yeutter's 


prediction. Similarly, this Committee should question why the chief 
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U.S. Trade Representative should make such a condescending remark about 


Canadians and come to such a shocking conclusion. 


She ae 


All of Which is Respectfully 
Submitted by: 


NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


